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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 


No. 4455. 

Ignatius J. Costigan, Appellant, 

vs. 

Jesse C. Adkins et al. 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

No. 20. Disbarment. 

In the Matter of the Complaint Against Ignatius J. Costi¬ 
gan, a Member of the Bar of the Supreme Court of the 
District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the Supreme Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, at the City of Washington, in said Dis¬ 
trict, at the times hereinafter mentioned, the following 
papers were filed and proceedings had, in the above-entitled 
cause, to wit: 

1 Charge of Grievance Committee of the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia . 

Filed May 4, 1925. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

a General Term. 

No. 20. Disbarment. 

In the Matter of the Complaint Against Ignatius J. Costi¬ 
gan, a Member of the Bar of the Supreme Court of the 
District of Columbia. 
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Ignatius J. Costigan, a member of the Bar of this Court, 
has been guilty of deceit, malpractice, professional miscon¬ 
duct and conduct prejudicial to the administration of jus¬ 
tice, and in support of said charges the Committee show as 
follows: 

I, Harry E. Hughes and William A. Hughes, both citi- 
' zens of the United States and residents of the District of 

Columbia, prior to the 10th day of November, 1921, em¬ 
ployed the said Costigan, then as now a member of the Bar 
of this Court, to act as their agent and attorney to pur¬ 
chase and convey to their nominee certain real estate situ¬ 
ate in the District of Columbia, described as follows: 

Lot numbered One (1) in Benjamin Pollard’s subdivi¬ 
sion in Square numbered Four Hundred and Ninety (490), 
as per plat recorded in the Office of the Surveyor for the 
District of Columbia in Liber N. K. at folio 181. Also part 
of original lot numbered Twenty-five (25), in said Square 
numbered four hundred and ninety (490); said lot 
2 and part of lot being described in one parcel as fol¬ 
lows: Beginning for the same at the Southeast cor¬ 
ner of said square, and running thence West along the line 
of “C” Street, 22 feet 9 inches; thence North on a line at 
right angles to said street, 119 feet 2% inches to an alley; 
thence East 22 feet 9 inches to the line of Four-and-a-half 
Street; and thence South 119 feet 2% inches, with said 
street, to the place of beginning, together with all and 
singular the ways, easements, rights, privileges, and ap¬ 
purtenances to the same belonging or in anywise apper¬ 
taining. 

II. The sister of said Hughes was the owner of adjoin¬ 
ing real estate, and the said Harry E. Hughes authorized 
Costigan to use his judgment as to the procedure in acquir¬ 
ing title to the real estate to be purchased. 

HI. The said Costigan negotiated for the purchase of the 
aforesaid real estate, and a contract of sale for the sum of 
Nine Thousand Dollars ($9,000), cash to owner, was entered 
into with the owners of said property, through agents, 
Charles C. Collins, a stenographer in Costigan’s office, ap¬ 
pearing as purchaser. 

IV. Before the conveyance was made of the aforesaid 
real estate, the said Costigan directed that such convey- 
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ance should be made to him, the said Costigan, instead of to 
the said Collins, to which the said Hughes consented. 

V. It was understood and agreed between the said 
Hughes and the said Costigan that immediately upon the 

execution and delivery to the said Costigan of the 

3 deed to the aforesaid real estate, the said Costigan 
would execute and deliver to Eliza T. Hughes, a 

sister of said Harry E. Hughes, a fee simple deed to the 
same. Prior to the date of the aforesaid contract of sale, 
and on, to-wit, the 10th day of November, 1921, the said 
Harry E. Hughes placed in the hands of the said Costigan 
the sum of One Thousand Dollars, ($1,000), to be deposited 
on account of the purchase price of said real estate, and 
thereafter, on or about the 24th day of April, 1922, placed in 
the hands of the said Costigan, the further sum of Eight 
Thousand Six Hundred Dollars, ($8,600), of which aggre¬ 
gate amount it was agreed between the said Hughes and the 
said Costigan, that the sum of Six Hundred Dollars, ($600), 
was to be applied to the costs and expenses incident to the 
purchase of said real estate, and the balance was to be used 
in the purchase of said real estate. On the payment of said 
Eight Thousand Six Hundred Dollars, ($8,600), said Costi¬ 
gan was instructed by said Hughes to have the title put in 
the name of said Eliza T. Hughes. 

VI. Your Committee are informed and believe, and there¬ 
fore aver, that the said Harry E. Hughes authorized the 
said Costigan to use and employ the moneys so entrusted 
to him for the purpose aforesaid, provided he, the said Cos¬ 
tigan, would have such moneys ready when the deed of con¬ 
veyance should be ready, and this the said Costigan prom¬ 
ised and agreed to do. 

4 VII. Pursuant to the contract of sale aforesaid, 
the then owners of the aforesaid real estate, by deed 

dated July 12,1922, conveyed the said real estate to the said 
Costigan in the name of “I. J. Costigan,” and the said 
deed was delivered and recorded on, to-wit, the 6th day of 
February, 1923, in Liber No. 4852 at folio 352 of the Rec¬ 
ords of the Office of the Recorder of Deeds for the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia. Notwithstanding the requests made of 
the said Costigan by the said Hughes that he convey the 
aforesaid real estate to the said Eliza T. Hughes, the said 
Costigan failed so to do. 
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VIII. In the month of November, 1923, it was discov¬ 
ered that in violation of the understanding and agreement 
between them, the said Costigan had, on, to-wit, the 18th 
day of January, 1923, made, executed and delivered two 
deeds of trust secured upon said real estate, one to the 
Washington Loan and Trust Company, to secure the Union 
Trust Company of the District of Columbia in the sum of 
Six Thousand Dollars, ($6,000), represented by twelve (12) 
notes of the said Costigan, bearing date the 18th day of 
January, 1923, with interest at the rate of six (6) per 
centum per annum, payable semi-annually, and the other of 
said trusts to Julius Peyser and Fred McKee to secure one 
Charles McKinley in the sum of Three Thousand Dollars, 
($3,000), represented by one (1) note of the said Costigan 
dated January 23, 1923, payable on or before six 
5 months thereafter with interest at the rate of seven 
(7) per centum per annum until paid, and said deeds 
of trust were recorded on February 6, 1923, with the said 
deed to Costigan. The said Hughes had no knowledge that 
the said Costigan proposed to or had actually placed any 
trusts upon said real estate, and his action in so doing was 
wholly without the authority or consent of the said Hughes 
or his said sister, and in violation of his aforesaid agree¬ 
ment to have the money ready when the deed was ready. 
Immediately upon discovering that the said Costigan had 
placed the aforesaid trusts upon said real estate, demand 
was made upon Costigan that he immediately proceed to 
carry out the agreement and understanding for the convey¬ 
ance of the full fee simple title to said real estate free and 
clear of all liens and encumbrances, but this the said Cos¬ 
tigan failed to do until after suit had been filed by the 
said Eliza T. Hughes against the said Costigan and others, 
on or about the 8th day of May, 1924, in which suit the said 
Eliza T. Hughes sought to restrain and enjoin the said Cos¬ 
tigan from transferring the title to the said real estate ex¬ 
cept to her, and in which she also prayed that said Costigan 
be required to fully account to her for the moneys received 
by him as aforesaid, and that he be required to execute and 
deliver to her a good and sufficient deed of conveyance of 
the aforesaid real estate, in fee simple, free and clear and 
discharged of all liens and encumbrances. Said suit was 
filed in the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, and 
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is entitled Eliza T. Hughes, plaintiff, vs. Ignatius J. Cos- 
tigan, et al., defendants, and is numbered 42566 on 

6 the Equity Docket of said Court. 

IX. By deed dated the 6th day of June, 1924, and 
recorded the 7th day of June, 1924, the said Costigan did 
convey the said real estate to said Eliza T. Hughes, in fee 
simple, clear of encumbrance. 

Wherefore, the Committee charge that in and by the 
aforesaid acts the said Ignatius J. Costigan was guilty of 
deceit, malpractice, professional misconduct and conduct 
prejudicial to the administration of justice. 

The premises considered, the Committee recommend that 
these charges be filed with the Clerk of the Court, and that 
the said Ignatius J. Costigan be tried thereon, and that 
upon a hearing of said charges the Court make such order 
herein as the premises may require. 

JESSE C. ADKINS, 

M. M. DOYLE, 

C. F. R. OG1LBY, 

ROGER J. WHITEFORD, 
HUGH B. ROWLAND, 

Grievance Committee of the Supreme 

Court of the District of Columbia . 

District of Columbia, ss: 

C. F. R. Ogilby, being first duly sworn, on oath, deposes 
and says that he has read the foregoing and annexed 
Charge of the Grievance Committee of the Supreme Court 
of the District of Columbia and knows the contents thereof; 
and that the matters and things therein stated are true, as 
he verily believes. 

C. F. R. OGILBY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, this 23d day 

7 of April, 1925. 

[notarial seal.] JEAN SPEAKS, 

Notary Public, D . C. 
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Order to File and Directing Service Upon Respondent. 

Filed May 4, 1925. 

• ##*#*# 

The Committee on Grievances of the Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia having submitted to the Court 
in General Term a report of their inquiry into the alleged 
professional misconduct of Ignatius J. Costigan, a member 
of the bar of this Court, and having submitted to the Court 
a charge that the said Ignatius J. Costigan has been guilty 
of deceit, malpractice, professional misconduct and conduct 
prejudicial to the administration of justice: 

It is ordered this 4th day of May, 1925, that said report 
and charge be filed with the Clerk of this Court. 

It is further ordered that the said Ignatius J. Costigan 
be served with a copy of said charge and of this order, duly 
certified by the Clerk, together with a notification that on 
the 9th day of May, 1925, at ten o’clock in the forenoon, the 
Court will proceed to hear and determine the same. 

By the Court: 

WALTER I. McCOY, 

Chief Justice. 

8 Answer of Ignatius J. Costigan. 

Filed May 4, 1925. 

Now comes the said Ignatius J. Costigan and denies that 
he has been guilty of deceit, malpractice, professional mis¬ 
conduct and conduct prejudicial to the administration of 
justice, as alleged by the Grievance Committee. And fur¬ 
ther answering he says: I admit the facts averred in said 
charge and say in explanation and excuse thereof as fol¬ 
lows : 

1. The Hughes brothers had been clients of mine for 
many years and told me of their desire to have me ac¬ 
quire the property mentioned for them without disclos¬ 
ing them as prospective purchasers because the adjoining 
property was in the name of their sister. I was author- 
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ized to proceed in my own way about the purchase. I was 
given $1,000 as a deposit after I had learned and reported 
to them that the property could be acquired for $9,000 net to 
the owners, the purchasers to pay all commissions of the 
agents for the owners, and all expense incident to the pur¬ 
chase. I reported to my clients that I made a deposit 
on the property in the name of Charles C. Collins, a stenog¬ 
rapher in my office, and this was approved. After court 
proceedings to sell the interest of an infant and a lunatic 
owner and a report from the Title Company was ready, 
I expected to close the sale in 3 or 4 days. I then re¬ 
ceived from Harry E. Hughes $8,600, I having informed 
him that I estimated the expenses at $600. Thereafter, how¬ 
ever, it developed that there would be delay in closing the 
sale because some of the owrners in California and in 
Canada had controversies between themselves about 
9 the distribution of the fund and it would take several 
months to settle these controversies and to get a 
deed. I reported this to Harry E. Hughes. He wanted the 
money to be working during the delay, and we agreed that I 
would use it for my own purposes, pay interest, and have it 
ready when necessary to close the deal. I invested the 
money in Mexican bonds. I was attorney for the Mexican 
government and from my knowledge and knowledge ac¬ 
quired from bankers in touch with that government, I had 
reason to believe that there would be a good rise in the price 
of such bonds. But the price fell, and I lost not only the 
said money but a large sum of my own before the deed was 
steady for delivery. 

J . When the deed was ready I did not have the money to 
fpay the purchase price. I now believe that I should have 
so reported to Mr. Hughes; but I then believed that I would 
have the money in a short time; that acquisition of the 
property for my clients was vitally important to them; 
and that it would not do to let the opportunity to acquire 
it get away. I thought it my duty to secure it for them 
and to borrow the necessary amount on the property was 
the only way I could do it. The risk or peril of my 
clients would not be increased thereby, and I could pay 
off the loans and convey clear title to Miss Hughes who 
had been named to receive the title. I had known the 
Hughes family over thirty years and had done considerable 
business for them. I had a feeling of pride against dis- 



8 


I. J. COSTIGAN VS. J. C. ADKINS ET AL. 


closing my present inability and was convinced that I could 
pay the trusts and convey in a short time. I knew that the 
Hughes’ were in a hurry about acquiring title but 
Ifr* were principally concerned in having it secured for 
them. Every dollar of the proceeds of the loans was 
paid on account of purchase money and expenses through 
the Title Company. The said legal proceedings, commissions 
to agents and transfer expenses made the total expense 
above $1,000 and I paid out of my own pocket about $413.50 
more than I had received from the Hughes’, not including 
any expense incident to the said loans. When I received the 
deed I informed my clients I had taken title in my name but 
I did* not disclose my procedure. I acquired the property 
February 6, 1923. I went to Europe on business for the 
Mexican government May 15,1923, and returned September 
14,1923. My fee for that business was more than the said 
loans but has not yet been paid, though not disputed. 
Therefore I could not pay off the trusts on my return. I 
was away from the city off and on the greater part of the 
time between November 1923, and May 1924, and neglected 
and failed to attend to this and other business, but in Janu¬ 
ary, 1924,1 paid off the 2nd trust and on June 6,1924,1 paid 
off the 1st trust and conveyed the property to Miss Hughes 
clear of encumbrances. I did not know until June, 1924, 
that the equity suit mentioned in the charge had been filed. 

I never refused to convey the property as agreed, although 
to several inquiries made by Mr. Hughes I said I would 
have things ready to convey in a short time. 

I can now see that my absence from the city so much . 
and my inattention to the business made the Hughes’ sus¬ 
picious but I never had an intent to defraud them. I 
paid off the trusts and conveyed at my first oppor- 
tunity. •ff’ 

Wherefore this respondent prays that said charges be 
dismissed. 


IGNATIUS J. COSTIGAN. 


I solemnly swear that I have read the foregoing answer 
subscribed by me and that the statements therein made of 
my own knowledge are true and those made upon informa¬ 
tion and belief I believe to be true. 

IGNATIUS J. COSTIGAN. 
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Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th day of April, 
1925. 

[notarial seal.] ALICE R. WATT, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

Finding and Opinion of the Court . 

Filed November 11,1925. 

***###* 

This matter was heard upon the charges of the Grievance 
Committee, the answer of the defendant, and exhibits in the 
form of copies of the deeds in question, showing the matters 
of record in the Recorder of Deeds office, and having some 
bearing upon the dates involved. 

The Committee charges that the defendant, a member 
of the Bar of this court, has been guilty of deceit, mal¬ 
practice, professional misconduct, and conduct prejudicial 
to the administration of justice, and in support of its 
charges sets forth that Harry E. Hughes and William A. 
Hughes, citizens of the United States and residents of the 
District of Columbia, before the tenth day of November, 
1921, employed the defendant,—then, as now, a mem- 
12 ber of the Bar of this court,—to act as their agent 
and attorney to procure the conveyance to their 
nominee of certain described real estate in the District; 
that the sister of the said Hughes was the owner of the ad¬ 
joining estate, and that the said Harry E. Hughes author¬ 
ized the defendant to use his own judgment as to the pro¬ 
cedure to be followed in acquiring title to the real estate to 
be purchased; that the defendant negotiated for its pur¬ 
chase and a contract of sale was entered into with the owner 
for the price of $9,000.00 cash, the purchaser in said con¬ 
tract being named as Charles C. Collins, a stenographer in 
the defendant’s office; that before the conveyance the de¬ 
fendant directed that it should be made to him instead of to 
Collins, to which the said Hughes consented; that it was un¬ 
derstood and agreed between said Hughes and the defend¬ 
ant that as soon as the deed should be executed to the de¬ 
fendant he would execute and deliver to said sister of 
Hughes a fee simple deed to the same; that on the tenth day 
of November, 1921, and before the date of the aforesaid con¬ 
tract of sale, said Harry E. Hughes placed in the defend- 
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ant’s hands $1,000.00, to be deposited on account of said 
purchase price, and on or about April 24, 1922, the further 
sum of $8,600.00 with the agreement between Hughes and 
the defendant that $600.00 thereof was to be used for the 
costs and expenses incident to the purchase and the rest for 
the purchase itself; that when the $8,600.00 was thus paid to 
the defendant he was instructed by said Hughes to have the 
title put in the name of said Eliza T. Hughes; that, as the 
Committee understands, said Harry E. Hughes au- 

13 thorized the defendant to use the money so entrusted 
to him for his own purposes provided he would have 

it ready when required to pay for the conveyance and that 
the defendant promised to do this; that the owners of said 
real estate, by deed dated July 12,1922, conveyed the same 
to the defendant by name, but the deed was delivered and 
recorded February 6, 1923; that, notwithstanding that re- , 
quests had been made to the defendant to convey said real 
estate to Eliza T. Hughes, he had failed to do so; that in No¬ 
vember 1923 it was discovered that on the eighteenth day of 
January, 1923, the defendant had made, executed, and de¬ 
livered two deeds of trust secured upon said real estate, one 
to the Washington Loan and Trust Company for $6,000.00, 
and the other to certain trustees for $3,000.00; and that said 
deeds of trust were recorded on February 6, 1923, with the 
said deed to the defendant; that the said Hughes had no 
knowledge that the defendant proposed to, or actually had, 
placed any trusts upon said real estate and that the defend¬ 
ant had no authority to do so from said Hughes or his sis¬ 
ter; that immediately upon said discovery demand was 
made on the defendant to carry out his said agreement to 
convey the fee simple title to said Eliza T. Hughes, but that 
this was not done until a suit in equity had been filed in this 
court against the defendant and others, on or about the 
eighth day of May, 1924; that by deed dated June 6, 1924, 
recorded the day following, the defendant did convey the 
said real estate to the said Eliza T. Hughes in fee simple, 
and clear of incumbrance. 

14 The answer of the defendant states that the de¬ 
fendant denies that he has been guilty of deceit, mil- 

practice, professional misconduct, and conduct prejudicial* 
to the administration of justice, as alleged by the Com¬ 
mittee; and further answering says: “I admit the facts 
averred in said charge and say in explanation and excuse 


11 


I. J.COSTIGAN VS. J. C. ADKINS ET AL. 

* 

thereof as follows:” The answer then goes on to state 
that the Hughes brothers had been clients of the defend¬ 
ant’s for many years, and told the defendant of their wish to 
acquire the property in question without letting the owners 
know the identity of the purchasers, inasmuch as the ad¬ 
joining property was in the name of their sister; that he 
was authorized to proceed in his own way about the pur¬ 
chase; that he was given $1,000.00 as a deposit, after learn¬ 
ing and reporting to them that the property could be ac¬ 
quired for $9,000.00 net to the owners; that he reported 
to his clients that he had made the deposit in the name 
of said Charles C. Collins, and that this was approved; 
that after court proceedings to sell the interest of an 
infant and a lunatic owner, and after the title company’s 
report was ready, he expected to close the sale in three or 
four days; that he then received from Harry E. Hughes 
$8,600.00, having informed him that he estimated the ex¬ 
penses at $600.00; and that later it developed that there 
would be delay in closing the sale due to the fact that some 
of the owners in California and in Canada had contro¬ 
versies among themselves concerning the distribution to be 
made of the fund, and that it would take several 
15 months to get a deed; that the defendant reported 
this fact to said Hughes; that said Hughes wanted 
the money to be working during the delay, and it was agreed 
that the defendant would use it for his own purposes and 
pay interest, and have it ready when necessary to close the 
deal; that the defendant invested the money in Mexican 
bonds, being at that time attorney for the Mexican Govern¬ 
ment and having reason to believe that there would be a rise 
in the price of such bonds; that on the contrary the price 
fell, causing him the loss, not only of said money, but of a 
large sum of his own, before the deed was ready for de¬ 
livery; that when the deed was ready he did not have the 
money to pay the purchase pricT^pthat he now believes that 
he should have reported that fact to Mr. Hughes, but that he 
then believed that he would have the money in a short time; 
that acquisition of the property was vitally important to 
his clients and that he thought it hn^luty to secure it for 
them by borrowing the necessary amoWnt on the property, 
and that this was the only way in whicIMie could complete 
the purchase; that the risk of his client^yould not be in- 
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creasedtthereby, and that he could pay up the loans and con¬ 
vey a eloar title to Miss Hughes, who had been named to re¬ 
ceive the^itle; that he had known the Hughes family over 
thirty yearlL and done considerable business for them, and 
had a feelingsof pride against disclosing his then present in¬ 
ability ; that fte knew that his clients were in no hurry 
about acquiring iMe but were principally concerned in hav¬ 
ing it secured; thaV^very dollar of the proceeds of the loans 
was paid on account of the purchase money and expenses 
through the tftie company; that the said legal pro- 

16 ceedings, commigsions to agents and transfer ex¬ 
penses amountec^o over $1,000.00 and that he had 

paid out of his own pocket about $413.50 more than he had 
received from his clients ;Vot including any expenses inci¬ 
dent to the loans; that wh^n he received the deed he in¬ 
formed his clients that he h^i taken title in his own name, 
but did not disclose his procWlure; that he acquired the 
property February 6,1923; tha^he went to Europe on busi¬ 
ness for the Mexican Government in May, 1923, and re¬ 
turned in September of the same ^ar; that he w'as still un¬ 
able to pay off the trusts; that he ^s away from the city 
“off and on” the greater part of the lime between Novem¬ 
ber 1923 and May 1924; but that in Jank^ry, 1924, he paid 
off the second trust and on June 6,1924 he* paid off the first 
trust and conveyed the property to Miss Hughes; that he 
did not know until June, 1924, that the suit against him had 
been filed; that he never refused to convey the property as 
agreed, and that he never had any intent to defraud his 
clients; that he paid off the trusts and conveyed the prop¬ 
erty as soon as he could.^f. 

Upon the charge of the Grievance Committee and the 
defendant’s answer the question is whether the defendant 
was guilty of deceit amounting to unprofessional conduct. 

Deceit is one of the grounds for disbarment mentioned 
in the Code, (Section 219), and unprofessional conduct is 
one of the grounds mentioned in the rules of court, (Law 
Rule 6). 

Was the defendant guilty of such deceit in having the 
deed made and recorded in his own name without the 

17 knowledge or consent of his clients, and contrary to 
their instructions. The answer states the matter of 

fact here involved in these words: “When I received the 


I. J. COSTIGAN VS. J. C. ADKINS ET AL. 13 

deed I informed my clients I had taken title in my name, but 
I did not disclose my procedure; I acquired the property 
February 26, 1923/’ But it must be remembered that the 
deed in question which runs to the defendant bears date 
of July 12, 1922, and was acknowledged by some of the 
grantors July 3,1922, and by other- on August 4, 1922. It 
is admitted that the deed was thus made by the direction 
of the defendant, and although the deed was not finally 
delivered to the defendant until February 6,1923, at which 
time it was placed on record, all the preliminary steps had 
been taken to have the title taken in the defendant’s name 
and this was not only without his client’s authority, con¬ 
sent, or knowledge, but exactly contrary to their express 
direction, which was that the title should be taken in the 
name of Eliza T. Hughes. The delivery could not be ob¬ 
tained until the purchase price was paid, and in order 
to obtain its delivery the trusts were placed upon the 
property by the defendant and no information of the true 
state of affairs was given to the clients until after it was 
all done. We do not see how it can be denied that this 
conduct constituted deceit, and that it was highly unpro¬ 
fessional. We see nothing in the circumstances detailed in 
the answer that can be held to justify or excuse the deceit 
thus practiced. 

18 Ground for disbarment is clearly proved, and ad¬ 
mitted, and it is our judgment that the defendant be 
disbarred. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD. 
FREDK. L. SIDDONS. 
JENNINGS BAILEY. 

* 

Order of the General Term. 

Filed November 11,1925. 

• ###*«• 

The complaint and charges of the Grievance Committee 
of this Court against Ignatius Costigan, filed on May 4, 
1925, duly came on for hearing before the Supreme Court 
of the District of Columbia sitting in General Term on 
the ninth day of May, 1925. Upon such hearing the said 
Grievance Committee was represented by counsel, and said 
Ignatius Costigan appeared by counsel. 
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And it appearing from the records of this Court that 
said Ignatius Costigan, then a member of the Bar of this 
Court, was, on the 11th day of November, 1925, upon the 
evidence submitted to the said General Term, found guilty 
of deceit amounting to unprofessional conduct; and it being 
the judgment of the said General Term that ground for dis¬ 
barment was clearly proved, and admitted, and that there¬ 
fore the said Ignatius Costigan be disbarred; 

Upon consideration of said complaint and charges, and of 
the evidence in support thereof; and upon consideration of 
the judgment of the said General Term, it is hereby 

19 Ordered and adjudged that the said Ignatius Cos¬ 
tigan be, and he hereby is, disbarred and expelled 

from membership in the Bar of the Supreme Court of the 
District of Columbia, and that the Clerk of this Court shall 
strike his name from the roll of members of the Bar of said 
Court. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, 
FREDK. L. SIDDONS, . 
JENNINGS BAILEY, 

Justices . 

Memoranda. 

November 30, 1925.—Order for appeal and citation, filed. 
Order fixing penalty of bond, filed. 

20 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

No. 20. Disbarment. 

Grievance Committee of the Supreme Court of the 

District of Columbia 

vs. 

Ignatius J. Costigan. , 

The President of the United States to Jesse C. Adkin, Hugh 
B. Rowland, Roger J. Whiteford, and C. F. R. Ogilby, and 
M. M. Doyle, members of the Grievance Commitee of the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Greeting: 

You are hereby cited and admonished to be and appear at 
a Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, upon the 


I. J. COSTIGAN VS. J. C. ADKINS ET AL. 


15 


docketing the cause therein, under and as directed by the 
Rules of said Court, pursuant to an Appeal entered — the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, on the 30" day 
of November, 1925, wherein Ignatius J. Costigan is Ap¬ 
pellant, and you are Appellees, to show cause, if any there 
be, why the Judgment rendered against the said Appellant, 
should not be corrected, and why speedy justice should not 
be done to the parties in that behalf. 

Witness the Honorable Walter I. McCoy, Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, this 30" 
day of November in the year of our Lord one thousand nine 
hundred and twenty-five. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

MORGAN H. BEACH, 

Cleric. 

ALF. G. BUHRMAN, 

Asst. Clerk. 

» 


Service of the above Citation accepted this 14 day of Dec., 
1925. 


ROGER J. WHITEFORD, 

Attorney for Appellee. 


[Endorsed:] No. 20. Disbarment. Grievance Committee 
of the Supreme Court of D. C. vs. Ignatius J. Costigan. 
Citation. Filed Mar. 1, 1926. Frank E. Cunningham, 
Clerk. 


21 Memorandum. 

December 17, 1925.—$50 deposited in lieu of bond. 

Assignments of Error. 

Filed March 1, 1926. 

♦ * * # # « * 

1. The court erred in holding that the respondent, 
Ignatius J. Costigan, was guilty of deceit, malpractice, 
professional misconduct and conduct prejudicial to the ad¬ 
ministration of justice. 
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answer of the respondent, constituted deceit and was highly 
unprofessional, within the meaning of the Code of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia and the Rules of the Supreme Court of 
said District. 

3. The court erred in holding that the conduct of respond¬ 
ent, as disclosed by the facts averred in the charges of the 
Grievance Committee, and admitted by the answer of re¬ 
spondent, were sufficient to justify the court in entering an 
order disbarring respondent from membership in the bar. 

4. The court erred in entering the order, disbarring and 
expelling respondent from membership in the bar of the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, because there 
were no facts before the court sufficient in law to justify the 

court in finding and holding that the respondent was 

22 guilty of deceit amounting to unprofessional conduct. 

The foregoing constitute the errors relied on by 
the respondent, Ignatius J. Costigan, on the appeal in this 
cause. GEO. P. HOOVER, 

Attorney for Respondent , Ignatius J. Costigan . 

Service of copy of the foregoing Assignments of Error 
acknowledged this 1st day of March, 1926. 

C. F. R. OGILBY, 
Attorney for Grievance Committee . 

Appellant’s Designation of Record. 

Filed March 1,1926. 

###***# 

To Frank E. Cunningham, Clerk Supreme Court of the 

District of Columbia: 

In making up the transcript of record on the appeal to the 
Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia in the above- 
entitled cause, you will please include the following: 

1. Charges of the Grievance Committee of the Supreme 
Court of the District of Columbia, filed May 4, 1925. 

2. Order of court directing the filing of said charges and 
fixing date for hearing thereon, filed May 4, 1925. 

3. Answer of respondent, Ignatius J. Costigan, to 

23 the said charges of the Grievance Committee, filed 

May 4,1925. 
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4. Finding and opinion of the court, holding that/the 
respondent, Ignatius J. Costigan, was guilty of deceit and 
unprofessional conduct, filed November 11, 1925. 

5. Order of the court disbarring and expelling respond¬ 
ent from membership in the bar, filed November 11, 1925. 

6. Memorandum, entry of appeal from the order of the 
court of November 11, 1925, filed November 30, 1925. 

7. Memorandum, order of the court fixing penalty of un¬ 
dertaking on appeal or deposit in lieu thereof, filed Novem¬ 
ber 30,1925. 

8. Memorandum, citation issued November 30, 1925, to 
the Grievance Committee of the Supreme Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia. 

9. Memorandum, deposit by respondent in lieu of un¬ 
dertaking on appeal. 

10. Assignments of error. 

11. This designation of record. 

GEO. P. HOOVER, 

Attorney for Respondent, Ignatius J. Costigan. 

Service of copy of the foregoing Designation of Record 
acknowledged this 1st day of March, 1926. 

C. F. R. OGILBY, 
Attorney for Grievance Committee. 

24 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, Frank E. Cunningham, Clerk of the Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages 
numbered from 1 to 23, both inclusive, to be a true and cor¬ 
rect transcript of the record, according to directions of 
counsel herein filed, copy of which is made part of this 
transcript in the Matter of the complaint against Ignatius 
J. Costigan, a member of the Bar of the Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia, No. 20 Disbarment, as the same re¬ 
mains upon the files and of record in said Court. 


2—4455a 
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In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my name and 
affix the seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in 
said District, this 15th day of March, 1926. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

FRANK E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Clerk 

By ALF. G. BUHRMAN, 

Asst. Clerk . 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court. 
No. 4455. Ignatius J. Costigan, appellant, vs. Jesse C. 
Adkins et al. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. 
Filed Mar. 6, 1926, Henry W. Hodges, clerk. 






